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DEREK COLQUHOUN, University of Hull, UK
ABSTRACT In diverse arenas there is much discussion about the dangerousness of contemporary
lifestyles, including the stressful nature of work. These stresses associated with contemporary lifestyles and
work are dangerous in so far as they are conceived as placing at risk the emotional, physical and psychic
health and well-being of large populations. In this paper we engage with debates about the stressful nature
of teachers’ work, and the ways in which teacher health and well-being are constructed as being central
to the task of delivering more effective schools. In this article we are not so much concerned with the nature
of teacher stress as an indication of individual physical, emotional or psychic health and well-being, as
with understanding how it is that at this particular historical juncture the self can be so widely conceived
in terms of stress. Moreover, what processes make it possible at this moment to link the success or
otherwise of a massive institutional process of state-regulated schooling to the health and well-being of
teachers and the management of this health and well-being by school managers? We argue that in a policy
context that devolves various responsibilities to self-managing schools, the government of the stressed self
emerges as an ethical concern for teachers and those who manage them (Foucault, The Use of
Pleasure, New York, Pantheon, 1985). Our purpose is to problematise these processes so that
responsibilities for delivering on the promise of effective schools might be differently framed and
debated.
Introduction
Launching a national health and safety campaign titled Stress at Work—Not
What We Bargained for, ACTU [Australian Council of Trades Unions] President
Jennie George said that stress at work affected employees in all industries
across Australia … ‘Thousands of Australian workers have lost their jobs in the
last 18 months, creating insecurity across the workforce … Those still with a
job are working longer hours with increasing workloads and more demands
placed on them by a management culture which is obsessed with efﬁciency
gains.’ (ACTU, 1997)
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In arenas as diverse as the popular media, the academy (in faculties such as management,
psychology and education) and large private and public bureaucracies, there is much
discussion about the apparent dangerousness of contemporary lifestyles, including the
stressful nature of work. These stresses associated with contemporary lifestyles and
work are dangerous in so far as they are conceived as placing at risk the emotional,
physical and psychic health and well-being of large populations. One aspect of these
discussions is a focus on the apparent inability of large numbers of professional workers
to cope with the stresses associated with the transformation of workplaces and work
practices during the past thirty years. These workplaces and practices have been
transformed by a range of technologies; technologies in the sense of information,
communication and production processes and practices that have transformed the nature
of work in many sites; and technologies in the sense of the range of management theories,
practices, and techniques that might be mobilised in order to regulate the nature of work
in these settings.
In this paper our purpose is to examine aspects of the discussion about worker stress
in relation to the claim that transformations in the nature of teachers’ work and the ways
in which teachers’ work is regulated and managed mean that large populations of
teachers are stressed.1 Moreover, it is often claimed that teacher stress and the resultant
negative impacts on teacher health and well-being reduce the effectiveness of schools. Here
a particular mode of being (stressed), and a particular mode of managing this way of
being, is held to be responsible for the success or otherwise of a massive, state-regulated
institutional process.
In this context we are not so much concerned with the nature of teacher stress as an
indication of individual physical, emotional or psychic health and well-being. While we
draw on, and do not discount, teachers’ embodied, situated descriptions of themselves in
terms of stress, our concerns lie elsewhere. We are more concerned with understanding
how it is that at this particular historical juncture the self can be so widely imagined in
terms of stress. What processes make it possible at this moment to link the success or
otherwise of a massive institutional process of state-regulated schooling to the health and
well-being of teachers and the management of this health and well-being by school
managers?
Michel Foucault’s (1991a) later work on government and the literature on governmen-
tality enable us to situate these emerging forms of professional responsibility within
far-reaching transformations in the ways in which government—of the state, civil society,
the economy and the self—is conceived. The phenomenon of teacher stress witnesses
attempts to ‘responsibilize’ (Burchell, 1996) a school’s leadership team in ways that
require them to manage teacher stress in order to deliver on the promise of effective
schools. These attempts to deliver on the promise of effective schools are at the same
time linked with attempts to manage the various ways of being an effective teacher by
making teachers responsible for managing those things that cause them stress. We argue
that in a policy context that devolves diverse responsibilities to self-managing schools, the
government of the stressed self emerges as an ethical concern for teachers and those who
manage them (Foucault, 1985).
An analysis of these practices of governing schools and teachers can contribute to
discussions about ways to think differently about the obligations and responsibilities for
delivering on the promise of effective schooling. Such discussions would focus less on the
moral and ethical practices and responsibilities of individual school managers and
teachers, and more on the obligations that might attach to other sections of the polity
for delivering on this promise.
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Transformations in Teachers’ Work: teacher morale, job satisfaction and
other problems for the government of schooling
An effective team needs supportive leadership. Individual leaders should know
their own strengths and weaknesses. They need to establish effective communi-
cation and decision making processes where team members have common
goals and clearly deﬁned roles. These elements coupled with a strong commit-
ment to personal and professional development will lead to greater morale and
enhanced capacity to handle difﬁcult and demanding tasks. (Parkin, 1998, p. 2)
This paper emerges from data gathered during a three-year Australian Research Council
(ARC) funded project. This project examined the sociocultural construction of discourses
in Health and Physical Education (H&PE) curriculum in a number of Australian
educational settings (primary and secondary schools and university-based teacher edu-
cation courses).2 During the ﬁeldwork conducted for this project a number of teachers
were interviewed. In a semi-structured setting these teachers were questioned about their
understandings of the discourses informing the development of the H&PE curriculum in
their particular schools, and the various institutional, cultural and personal processes and
practices that shaped these developments. It was in this context that many teachers
discussed what they considered to be the changed nature of their work, and the stresses
associated with the contemporary nature of teaching in a publicly funded schooling
system. For many of these teachers this sense of change was situated in the context of
teaching careers that spanned more than twenty years. The story below well illustrates
the ground covered by many of the teachers we spoke with during this project.
But one thing that I will say that’s really changed in perhaps the 20 years that
I’ve been teaching …When I ﬁrst started … in that ﬁrst ten years, then three
or four lunch times a week teachers were involved in social activities together—
either playing table tennis or pool or cards or going for walks or playing bat
tennis or basketball or whatever. But now it’s very very difﬁcult to ﬁnd the
time—it is really hard. It’s really easy to say I want everyone to take two lunch
times a week for themselves, but the reality is that if you don’t get your work
done at school and lunch time you’ve got to do it at home. And most people
prefer just to be able to leave their job and go home and relax, but even that’s
getting really hard to do.
One of the big tensions for teachers is the amount of things that we’re expected
to teach—schools are seen as a panacea for all problems in society. About three
years ago, 2
1
2
hours of Phys Ed was mandated, so we have to do it. And then
they had this idea that all kids must learn a second language so we can
compete with other Asian countries—so you must do 2
1
2
hours of Languages
other than English (LOTE). At the same time parents are saying, ‘Look there
are so many children that can’t read or calculate when they leave school, you
must spend more time doing English and maths.’ At the same time technology
is a high priority with the DOE [Department of Education]. And personally I
like to do a lot of environmental and science type work as well. It’s a real
challenge to try and ﬁt everything in. In the past you could always ﬁnd time
to pick up on an interest that some child brought into the class or some
important happening in the local environment. Or if it was a nice day, go for
a walk, but there’s no way you can do that now. Every minute of every day,
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a week or two weeks or three weeks ahead, is timetabled—it’s really unfortu-
nate. (Female teacher, provincial primary school, Victoria)
Now we make no claims about the nature and the extent of the range of behaviours and
dispositions that might identify this teacher as really being stressed. We also make no
claims about the extent of similar feelings and emotions across the population of teachers.
Rather, we suggest that this narrative is indicative of other stories that provoke the
Victorian Department of Education (DOE) to respond to a range of concerns with a
‘governmental program’ (Rose & Miller, 1992) titled ‘Staff Health and Wellbeing and
Effective Schools’. In the sections that follow we will return to the documents that frame
this programme in more detail. The programme is informed by a rationality that
suggests, ‘The school can contribute to the personal health of staff by fostering a positive
work atmosphere which encompasses a healthy balance between work and home
activities.’ The programme acknowledges the limits of the school’s ‘responsibility for
individual physical and emotional health’—the choice of ‘lifestyle and recreational
pursuits are the responsibility of individuals’. But a ‘supportive culture can assist staff
making lifestyle decisions’ (DOE, 1998, p. 14). Indeed, within this programme, school
managers have new forms of responsibility to ensure that a ‘supportive culture’ is
developed, and that staff participate in activities that will enable them to develop the
capacity to manage the stresses of teaching.
On a staff leaﬂet produced by the Health and Wellbeing Co-ordinator at the above
school, a cartoon depicts a collar-and-tie-clad male ﬂeeing from the prospect of being
crushed by a giant size foot. Beneath this cartoon the leaﬂet promotes the school’s next
‘Escape from the Curriculum Session’. The session promises a ‘leisurely stroll followed
by coffee and cake at a selected venue’. Staff are requested to ‘bring along runners, a
jacket and a happy disposition as we relax and enjoy the view and the company’. For
this leisurely session to be successful ‘EVERYONE [in capital letters] must be ready to
leave school park [sic] by 3.50 pm on Monday’. Another ﬂier for these Monday, after
school, ‘anti-stress, curriculum-less, correspondence-less, staff meeting time-less’ sessions
advertises a beach stroll and coffee in a nearby coastal town. Again the ﬂier stresses that
all staff have a responsibility, an obligation to attend—‘all staff are expected to attend!!’
What is of interest within these processes is the relatively recent emergence of a
concern for worker’s health and well-being that is framed by the concept of stress—and
the linking of this concern to the issue of promoting ‘effectiveness’ within organisations
(in this instance, within schools). In this way of imagining the factors that shape
organisational effectiveness, stress is pathologised as a bad—and a bad that reﬂects on, or
is inﬂuenced by, a range of other bads that characterise contemporary life worlds (work,
home). Moreover, the management of worker stress emerges as an important aspect of
organisational risk identiﬁcation, management and minimisation. As Rose (1996) argues,
contemporary concerns with ‘risk management’ are indicative of processes that serve to
‘responsibilise’ managers in novel ways. Such concerns create new duties of care in
relation to the management of issues such as sick leave and workers’ compensation
entitlements.
Concerns about the world of teachers’ work are expressed via a managerial interest in
issues such as job satisfaction, occupational and organisational health, teacher morale, motivation
and professional responsibility. Linda Evans (1997) argues that ‘the morale of the teaching
profession has, for many years, been an area of concern’ in many industrialised nations
(p. 831). She also indicates that this area of concern has produced an extensive literature
in the UK, North America and Australia on morale and job satisfaction generally, in
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areas such as human resource management, organisational psychology and management.
Dinham and Scott (1996), in a background brieﬁng to a study of teacher ‘satisfaction,
motivation and health’ argue that the last decades of the 20th century have been marked
by major transformations in the nature of teachers’ work and the means by which it is
regulated. One Sydney teacher, cited by Dinham and Scott (1996), claimed,
The disillusionment [we feel as teachers] is compounded by the fact that it’s so
much harder to teach these days. You have to teach and be a social worker.
The kids are more rebellious, there’s more pastoral care necessary, and extra
records have to be kept because everyone is worried about so
much … concerning the welfare of children. (p. 19, original emphasis)
These transformations in the nature of teacher’s work have been structured, in part, by
the long-run historical tendency to imagine schools as providing both the site and the
means by which a range of social problems might be addressed. In a period that has been
marked by large-scale (global) social, economic and political transformations this histori-
cal tendency has witnessed moves to make teachers and schools responsible for address-
ing a range of issues that traditionally were not of concern for schools. In the Australian
context a renewed emphasis on basics, and a shift towards framing curriculum in terms
of outcomes and competencies within a series of Curriculum Standards Frameworks
(CSFs) for identiﬁed Key Learning Areas (KLAs) has been accompanied by attempts to
conduct educational interventions in relation to a range of concerns such as drug use,
sexuality and safety. As Dinham and Scott (1996) suggest, schools have, historically, been
positioned as spaces considered appropriate in which ‘to seek solutions to an increasing
range of social, economic and political problems’ (p. v).3
In addition, teachers now teach greater numbers of young people in regions and
localities where youth unemployment levels and government income support and
training policies conspire to coerce many students to attend postcompulsory schooling
(Kelly, 1999). These processes of change have contributed to the restructuring of
teaching practices and school curriculum. During the past three decades there has been
a series of problematisations of the ways in which massive state-regulated education
systems might be governed. Variable-term contracts for teaching staff (rather than
permanency) are now common in Australian government schools, and working condi-
tions have, in many schools, included increased class sizes and increased performance
expectations. Within these policy spaces the reﬂexive problematisation of the practices of
governing schools has been framed within discursive formations that foreground particu-
lar understandings of accountability, devolution and self-management. As Dinham and
Scott (1996) point out,
Educational systems worldwide … have experienced considerable change over
the last decade. Changes have affected teaching practice and curricula, greater
involvement of stakeholders in education, and restructuring educational bu-
reaucracies with greater emphases upon accountability, rationality and self-
management. (p. v)
In the Australian state of Victoria, the early to mid 1990s version of these programmes
was called ‘Schools of the Future’. In this strategy there was a movement towards
decentralization, a reduction in the size of education bureaucracies, linkages between
local decision-making, administration and management of schools. According to the then
Department of School Education (DSE, 1994) features of the ‘Schools of the Future’
programme included: increased responsibilities for school principals; locally based deci-
sions on curriculum; greater community accountability through school charters, annual
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reports and triennial reviews; greater powers for school councils, and increased ﬂexibility
for ﬁnancial management and professional development. These changes in the ways in
which schools are regulated affect the nature of school and teacher responsibilities for the
management and delivery of educational experiences to students and their families—
changes that are added to by the discourse of ‘effective schools’. In this discourse,
differences in student outcomes are argued to be ‘not simply due to the effects of schools
receiving different types of students but rather that they were associated with differences
in the way the schools were managed and in the quality of teaching and learning’
(Mortimore, 1996, p. 4).
The physical, emotional and psychic responses of teachers to these, and other,
transformations in their work practices and settings, and the ways in which their work
is regulated should not be discounted or even dismissed as being indicative of some
degree of personal inadequacy. However, the nature of these responses is not the
principal concern of this paper—we are not concerned with establishing that teachers are
really stressed or not. Our analysis is not realist—we do not try to characterise how life
really is and why (Rose & Miller, 1992). Rather, following Rose and Miller (1992,
p. 177), ‘we attend to the ways in which authorities … have posed themselves these
questions: what is our power, to what ends should it be exercised; what effects has it
produced; how can we know what we need to know, and do what we need to do in order
to govern?’4
Our primary purpose is to mobilise a form of analysis that enables us to focus on the
ways in which the teacher self is conceived as a stressed self, and the practices of
government which are considered appropriate for regulating this mode of being in the
context of realising the goal of effective schools.
The Stressed Self?
The late 20th-century tendency to imagine, pathologically, the self as stressed, and to
problematise the management of teachers via a discourse of professional stress can be
situated within cultural spaces that are increasingly structured by therapeutic discursive
formations. In these therapeutic spaces we are encouraged to discover an authentic inner
self, to nurture and care for this self in environments that are said to be hostile and
dangerous to it. This duty of care towards the self that is placed at risk in these
environments becomes an ethical responsibility for individual teachers and those who
govern the work practices of teachers; a form of government that is problematised by
conceiving of the teacher self as a whole self, a self with a range of physical, emotional
and psychic needs. In a preface to the DOE kit for building an action plan for ‘Staff
Health and Wellbeing and Effective Schools’, Peter Allen (1998), then Deputy Secretary
of Schools, provides a particular reading of human nature and the stressful effects that late
20th-century work practices have on this nature. Allen argues that ‘our emotional and
physical make-up predates our social and professional behaviour at work’. Our physical
and emotional selves and the ‘brain chemistry responsible’ for our emotional states have,
argues Allen, ‘changed very little’ in the past 20,000 years. Yet in that time we have
moved from a species of ‘self paced’, nomadic ‘hunters and gatherers’ to a species that
works in environments (such as schools) that are technologised, rationalised and regulated
by processes and practices quite distant from us. For Allen, a manager of self-managing
schools, it is our emotional needs, responses and states which ‘provide the basis for longer
term states of mind such as stress, morale and the perceived quality of work life’. The
point of problematising the contemporary emotional state of stressed teachers via a
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Governing the Stressed Self 197
referral to a human nature that has, apparently, changed little in twenty millennia is to
suggest that emotions ‘provide a point of demarcation between the needs of people and
computers’. People ‘are not machines’. While we may be ‘in the grip of a technological
revolution, our emotional and physical selves are still hunting and gathering’.
In his address to those responsible for managing the work practices of stressed teachers
Allen (1998) positions the self-governing school management team as being responsible
for recognising that teachers ‘are at their productive best when their emotional and
physical selves are balanced and integrated into daily working life’. These practices of
‘responsibilization’ (Burchell, 1996) require school managers to recognise ‘people for the
work they do’ and provide these teachers ‘with regular feedback’. Moreover, in order to
‘maintain the balance between emotional, physical and professional health’, school
managers need to provide opportunities for ‘small teams to work together enabling
positive interaction and the building of self esteem. We need to get better control of the
systems that are an important part of our professional lives’ (Allen, 1998).
This process of ‘responsibilisation’, as a means by which the conduct of stressed
teachers might be governed, emerges as a powerful technique of government precisely
because it is grounded in the naturalness of late 20th-century therapeutic discourses;
discourses that in this instance mobilise the World Health Organisation’s (1948)
deﬁnition of health as being constituted by ‘a state of complete physical, mental and social
well-being’ (DOE, 1998, p. 4). In the foreword to the DOE kit, Parkin (1998, p. 2) draws
on this truth in claiming that ‘People are not pentiums. They have physical and
emotional needs that do not cease to exist at work. If people are to do their professional
best, their managers need to accommodate their changing physical and emotional
needs.’5 Parkin (1998) argues that a ‘comprehensive approach to staff health and
well-being will include promotion and support for healthy lifestyle choices. A good
programme will encourage a personal balance between the physical, mental and
emotional self. This theme will extend to a balance between the needs of work, family
and self’ (p. 2). If self-governing school managers fail this ethical responsibility, they place
at risk the possibility that the massive state-regulated schooling system could be more
effective.
Foucault (1983) argued that his chief concern over a life’s work was with that form of
power which ‘applies itself to immediate everyday life’, a form of power which
‘categorizes the individual, marks him [sic] by his own individuality, attaches him to his
own identity’; and which, further, ‘imposes a law of truth on him which he must
recognize and which others have to recognize in him’ (p. 212). This understanding of
power is centrally concerned with identifying the form of power ‘which makes individuals
subjects’: subject, in one sense, to ‘someone else by control and dependence’; in another
sense, subject to and tied to ‘his own identity by a conscience or self-knowledge’ (p. 212).
In this paper, this form of analysis of certain practices of government enables us to
examine various attempts by teachers to govern themselves as stressed, and by school
managers to manage teachers via ideas that they are stressed. In the following section we
mobilise Foucault’s (1991a) concept of governmentality as a means to think about the
practices of government that seek to deliver on the promise of effective schools through
the management of teacher stress.
Governing Stressed Teachers: practices of government and practices of the
self
Gordon (1991) argues that theories of governmentality signal Foucault’s interest in
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‘government as an activity or practice, and in arts of government as ways of knowing
what that activity consisted in, and how it might be carried on’ (p. 3). Foucault’s interest
in the emergence of a concern with liberal practices of government is traced via a
number of early modern problematisations of government which take as their focus ‘How
to govern oneself, how to be governed, by whom the people will accept being governed,
how to become the best possible governor’ (Foucault, 1991a, p. 87). In thinking of
government in this manner Foucault is concerned with constructing government as the
‘conduct of conduct’. Government in this sense ‘is a form of activity aiming to shape,
guide or affect the conduct of some person or persons’ (Gordon, 1991, p. 2).
Government can be imagined, then, as the ‘way in which the conduct of individuals
or of groups might be directed’. Further, the practice of government might include the
conduct ‘of children, of souls, of communities, of families, of the sick’ (Foucault, 1983,
p. 221). Central to this way of thinking of government is Foucault’s play on the
ambiguous meanings of conduct. For Foucault (1983) the ‘equivocal nature of the term
conduct is one of the best aids for coming to terms with the speciﬁcity of power relations’
(p. 220, original emphasis). ‘Conduct’, in this ambiguous use, points both to the action
of leading others and to a ‘way of behaving within a more or less open ﬁeld of
possibilities’ (pp. 220–221). Dean (1995) has argued that a concern with thinking
government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ distinguishes government as ‘a form of power
characterised by the existence of some degree of calculation’ where, by deﬁnition, there
exists ‘the possibility of acting otherwise’. To think in terms of the ‘conduct of conduct’
ought to provoke, therefore, a ‘consideration’ of ‘the free subject’ in the ‘full irony and
ambiguity’ of the term (p. 561).
In the literature on governmentality, a concern with the conduct of conduct is central to
what Rose and Miller (1992) have characterised as the ‘problematics of government’.6
For Dean (1995) the conduct of conduct, the ‘regulation of things—from car exhaust
emissions, the cleanliness of bathrooms, to national budgetary aggregates—is uninterest-
ing except in so far as that regulation bears upon the regulation of human conduct’
(p. 561). Drawing on the work of Foucault and the literature on governmentality, Dean
(1995) works to construct an analytical frame that conceives the self as a ‘particular space
that is the locus of conduct and capacities’ (p. 563). Dean (1995) argues that in speaking
of the ‘practices of the self on self’ there is a concern with imagining identity and
processes of self-formation not in philosophical, psychological or sociocultural terms, but
in terms of the ‘forms of self-relation, self-speciﬁcation and self-shaping that are thrown
into question and made possible and sometimes necessary by particular practices,
techniques and exercises’ (p. 564). In this mode of analysis, argues Dean (1995), there is
a concern not so much with
the empirically given behaviours or patterns of existing social relations but the
‘problematisations through which being offers itself to be, necessarily,
thought—and the practices on the basis of which these problematisations are
formed’ (Foucault, 1985, p. 11). What is at stake is not the social or psycholog-
ical construct of the human subject, but the forms in which human being is
problematized, interrogated and invested with meaning, within the frame of
governmental and ethical practices. (p. 566)
As Dean (1995) argues, in this mode of analysis there is a concern with understanding
how particular practices and techniques constitute ‘different ways of problematising
and disclosing what it is to be a human being, the moral or governable material from
which that being is made, the form into which it is cast and the world in which it is to
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live’ (p. 566). This mode of conceiving processes of self-formation, which is concerned
with examining, historically and empirically, particular ‘governmental and ethical prac-
tices’ and not with constructing a ‘philosophy of the subject’, suggests that these practices
disclose ‘deﬁnite versions of human being’ (Dean, 1995, p. 566). These ‘problematiza-
tions of identity’ mark the historically contingent ‘horizons’ of identity, the questions that
humans pose ‘about being, including their own’, at particular moments, in particular
contexts and in relation to particular ends (Dean, 1995, p. 566). It is via these ongoing
problematisations of diverse aspects of human behaviours and dispositions that we
approach an analysis of the ways in which teachers speak of themselves in terms of stress,
and the ways in which school managers attempt to regulate teacher behaviour via a
discourse of stress management; a discourse that attempts to position teachers as being
ethically responsible for their professional health and well-being so that they have the
capacity to deliver on the promise of effective schools.
Dean’s (1995) analysis of the processes and practices of self-formation is indebted to
Foucault’s (1978; 1985; 1986; 1988) genealogies of ethical practices of the self. In this
literature Foucault (1985) directed aspects of his analysis of processes of self-formation
toward ‘the manner in which one ought to form oneself as an ethical subject acting in
reference’ to elements of a particular code of conduct (p. 26). Foucault (1985) argued that
with regard to speciﬁc types and codes of action there are a multiplicity of ‘ways to
“conduct oneself” morally, different ways for the acting individual to operate, not just as
an agent but as an ethical subject of this action’ (p. 26). In analysing particular modes
of being, and the possible range of ethical practices that govern the self and its relation
to particular techniques of self-formation, it is possible, argued Foucault (1985), to
consider four dimensions to the diversity of ways of conducting oneself: the determination
of the ethical substance; the mode of subjection; the forms of elaboration, that is the ethical work; and
the telos of the ethical subject (pp. 26–28).
Foucault (1985) argued that these concerns could frame a historical analysis of
particular ‘forms of moral subjectivation and of the practices of the self that are meant
to ensure it’ (p. 29). This form of analysis would take as its object the manner in which
‘individuals are urged to constitute themselves as subjects of moral conduct’, the
particular suggestions offered for establishing and maintaining a certain ‘relationship with
the self, for self-reﬂection, self-knowledge, self-examination, for the decipherment of the
self by oneself’, and, ﬁnally, the particular reconﬁgurations that ‘one seeks to accomplish
with oneself as object’ (Foucault, 1985, p. 29).
In the ﬁnal part of this paper we will analyse these emerging governmental-ethical
practices as they structure aspects of the Victorian Department of Education (1998)
‘Action Plan’ for managing ‘Staff Health and Wellbeing and Effective Schools’.
What do such governmental-ethical practices seek to govern? What is the range of
personal capacities, attitudes, desires, hopes, ambitions, behaviours and dispositions that
are conceived as being of consequence in the management of the stressed self? In the
‘Action Plan’ the leadership team of a school is encouraged to think about developing in
teachers a capacity to balance competing claims, pressures and responsibilities in
different spheres of activity—schools, homes and relationships (DOE, 1998, p. 14).
Teachers also need to be encouraged to develop a ‘sense of fun, adventure and
appropriate risk taking’, together with a capacity to access and act upon the ‘wealth of
health promotion’ resources that are ‘valuable’ in ‘planning a physical and mental health
promotion programme with staff’ (DOE, 1998, p. 14). Here capacities for self-reﬂection
and choice have as their focus the development of a sense of being responsible for
individual and institutional health and well-being so that schools can be more effective.
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What is the governing work that promises to manage the forms of selfhood which
constitute the stressed teacher? What techniques, activities, checklists, attendance
requirements, management practices are mobilised in various sites and relationships to
regulate the behaviours and dispositions of stressed teachers in order to deliver effective
schools? The ‘Action Plan’ identiﬁes and provides school managers with a ‘step by
step process’ for developing staff health and well-being (DOE, 1998, p. 3). This plan
outlines, in a series of progressions, ‘nine key categories’ for ‘building effective schools’
(p. 4). These nine categories are grouped in a ‘preferred order’ of seven areas—Policy
(leadership), Professional Health, Organisational Health, Personnel Operations,
Physical Environment, Social and Recreational Health (incorporating personal well-be-
ing and physical health)—that require attention in order to ‘achieve satisﬁed and effective
staff which in turn should lead to greater school effectiveness overall’ (p. 4). In each
of these areas, issues and problems and management rationalities are identiﬁed—
for example, Quality Systems Models for promoting systems effectiveness in Personnel
Operations (p. 10). Progression through this series of areas identiﬁed as producing
health and well-being in teachers is regulated and monitored by the successful com-
pletion of checklists. These checklists require school managers to respond to questions
such as: ‘Has the core professional role of teaching been fully explored with staff and an
agreed school position been determined?’; ‘Do you have a process for monitoring
important systems and improving breakdowns and bottlenecks?’; ‘Have you undertaken
a functional audit of facilities and equipment usage?’; ‘Do staff have a time out or rest
area free of interruptions?’; ‘Does the school encourage a healthy balance between home
and work activities?’ ‘Have you used the School Organisational Climate Survey to
determine whether there is an issue with how staff interact professionally?’ (DOE, 1998,
pp. 8–14).
Who are the governing subjects? Here we can name the stressed teacher as a being
recognised as having certain emotional, physical and psychic capacities and needs. The
nature of these capacities and needs are problematised in order to incite a form of
teacher selfhood which is actively responsible for managing, ethically, individual health
and well-being so that schools can be more effective. These problematisations occur at
the level of those who are responsible for managing teachers, and at the level of teachers
who are incited to manage themselves in ways that develop the capacity to cope and be
more effective. Here the ideas that ‘people are not pentiums’ and that ‘managers need
to accommodate their changing physical and emotional needs’ (DOE, 1998, p. 2) are
indicative of particular, historically contingent ‘horizons of identity’ (Dean, 1995). These
versions of what it is to be human are suggestive of ways that school managers and
teachers should see themselves and their responsibilities to themselves and others in the
project of delivering effective schools.
What is the telos of these governmental-ethical practices; what forms of existence do
they seek to engender in relation to the multiplicity of ways of being a teacher, when only
certain modes of being promise to provoke forms of ethical self problematisation with
regard to the goal of effective schools? Important here are processes that seek to identify
teachers as ‘professionals’ with the capacity to recognise their ‘role at work and how this
ﬁts with the goals of the school’—goals that include the capacity to identify ‘the
relationship between professional growth, job enrichment and morale’ (DOE, 1998, p. 7).
Being a professional, in this sense, requires that certain practices of ethical self-problema-
tisation are mobilised so that school managers and teachers can recognise the stressed self
as placing at risk the promise of effective schools.
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Central to Dean’s (1995) framework is a concern with what he terms ‘governmental-
ethical practices’. A concern with governmental-ethical practices directs attention to the
ways in which ‘ “practices of government” come to depend upon, operate through, and
create relays and linkages with what might be called “practices of the self” ’ (p. 562). For
Dean (1995) these governmental-ethical practices are ‘hybrid ones in that it is often not
clear where the locus or agency for the direction of conduct lies, and indeed which
suggest rather elastic boundaries in processes of self formation’ (p. 562). In an attempt to
account for the hybridity of processes of self-formation, Dean (1995) introduces a
distinction between ‘practices of governmental self-formation and practices of ethical self-formation’
(p. 563, original emphasis).
An analysis of the practices of governmental self-formation would focus attention on
the ways in which educational managers, for instance, attempt to regulate the behaviours
and dispositions, the attitudes and aptitudes of teachers so as to reduce stress and realise
the promise of effective schools. A concern with practices of ethical self-formation
suggests, on the other hand, a means for analysing the practices, techniques and
rationalities by which teachers come to know themselves as being stressed, and the means
by which teachers are encouraged to know, examine and act on themselves in relation
to their ability to be effective teachers in order for their schools to be more effective. In
some fundamental ways this distinction cannot be preserved in any absolute sense. In
Dean’s (1995) framework to speak of certain practices as being practices of the ‘self upon
self’ does not preclude an understanding of these practices as being ‘authorized by a
particular agency, and transmitted and learnt within particular cultural forms. Indeed, to
speak of techniques of the self is to treat self-formation as a historico-culturally
transmitted set of practices’ (p. 563). The government of the stressed self, then, can be
conceived in terms of a ‘kind of interface’ between the governmental practices of various
regulatory authorities such as departments of education, regional or local authorities, and
school councils and a ‘set of ascetic practices’ (for example, lunchtime and after-school
‘get-togethers’ and individual and group reﬂection on ‘core’ duties of the ‘professional
teacher’) that seek ‘ethical effectivity in the shaping of the relation of self to self’ (Dean,
1995, p. 575).
Burchell (1996) has argued that emerging (neo)liberal practices of government ‘offer’
individuals, groups and communities new opportunities to participate ‘actively’ in various
arenas of action ‘to resolve the kind of issues hitherto held to be the responsibility of
authorized governmental agencies’ (p. 29). Thus the widespread privatisation of formerly
public areas of responsibility, including the management of schools, can be conceived as
new forms of ‘responsibilisation’. Here, individuals, groups and communities are ‘encour-
aged freely and rationally, to conduct themselves’ in a variety of arenas and undertakings
(p. 29, emphasis added). However, as Burchell (1996) argues, the ‘contractual impli-
cation’ of these processes is that individuals and communities ‘must assume active
responsibility for these activities, both for carrying them out, and of course, for their
outcomes’ (p. 29). Furthermore, these processes of ‘responsibilisation’ incite and encour-
age the ‘individual as enterprise’ to ‘conduct themselves in accordance with the
appropriate (or approved) model of action’ (p. 29). In this sense we can argue that the
governmental-ethical practices mobilised in attempts to govern the stressed teacher are
representative of new forms of responsibilization in neoliberal programmes of govern-
ment. The forms of ethical self-problematisation incited in these programmes place a
profound burden of responsibility on school managers and teachers for delivering on the
promise that a massive institutionalised schooling system can be made more effective.
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Conclusion
At the start of the new millennium therapeutic discourses of the self allow us to consider
it natural to imagine the self as both stressed and responsible for managing that stress. We
are encouraged to think and act on ourselves as individuals who are stressed. In some
spaces we are allowed to be stressed. It is perfectly natural to be stressed under
contemporary conditions marked by profound social, economic and political transforma-
tions on the scale of the personal and the global. In other spaces we come to think badly
of ourselves if we can’t cope, and we tend to think badly of others who can’t cope. We are
encouraged to positively act on ourselves in order to be more effective, to seek a balance
between the demands of work and our acknowledged, recently (re)discovered (by
management) need to stop and smell the roses every now and then. These processes of
encouragement then seek to make these reﬂections on personal and professional
capacities to cope an ethical responsibility of professionals who are committed to
delivering more effective schools.
Central to our examination of the governmental concern with managing the stressed
teacher is a move to highlight the new forms of responsibility and obligation that are
visited on school managers and teachers to govern the teacher self in ways that promise
to make schooling more effective—and more effective in the context of practices that
reconﬁgure the nature of state regulation of this system.
Our analysis of these practices of governing schools and teachers suggests that there
exists a need to think differently about the obligations and responsibilities for delivering
on the promise of effective schooling. These continuing discussions would focus less on
the ethical self-problematisations and responsibilities of individual school managers and
teachers, and more on the obligations that might attach to other sections of the polity
for delivering on this promise. This would mean posing some quite different questions
about how we might imagine government—of the state and its institutions, of civil
society, of the economy and of the self.
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NOTES
1. It is worth noting that in school settings there is a strong belief that large populations of students are also
stressed, and that these feelings and levels of stress are related to transformations in the nature of youth and
the means by which transitions from childhood to adulthood are conceived and governed. For a sense of
the ways in which these transformations are constructed as constituting a ‘crisis of youth’, see Eckersley
(1988; 1992) and Mackay (1989). For a problematisation of the construction and management of these
crises and the nature of student stress, see Stevens and Kelly (1993) and Kelly (1999).
2. Derek Colquhoun, Richard Tinning and Deborah Lupton, with research assistance from Peter Kelly and
Robyn Muhlebach.
3. See also Ian Hunter’s (1994) Rethinking the School for a genealogy of schooling that situates the emergence
of mass compulsory schooling as a solution to the moral, ethical and social problems of governing the
masses in the 19th century.
4. For those readers interested in a generative rebuttal of the realist position see Foucault (1991b). He argues,
in part, that ‘You say to me: nothing happens as laid down in these “programmes”; they are no more than
dreams, utopias, a sort of imaginary production that you aren’t entitled to substitute for reality. Bentham’s
Panopticon isn’t a very good description of “real-life” in nineteenth-century prisons. To this I would reply:
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if I had wanted to describe “real-life” in the prisons I wouldn’t have gone to Bentham … [However] these
programmes induce a whole series of effects in the real … they crystallize into institutions; they inform
individual behaviour, they act as grids for the perception and evaluation of things … They are fragments
of reality which induce such particular effects in the real as the distinction between true and false implicit
in the ways men “direct”, “govern” and “conduct” themselves and others’ (pp. 81–82).
5. Parkin is a middle-aged, middle-class Anglo coach of elite male footballers, and a person often credited
with rationalising or scientising the art of governing an Australian Rules football team (by mobilising,
during the 1970s and 1980s, certain discourses of psychology, statistics and biomedicine in innovative and
transformative ways).
6. The governmentality literature is extensive, and has opened up new avenues of inquiry in relation to
modern liberal and neoliberal practices of government. Broadly speaking, neoliberal governmentality is
conceived as problematising liberal welfare governmentality (of the state, civil society, the economy and
the self). These problematisations are structured by conceiving the subject of government as rational, choice
making, autonomous and responsible. Useful texts in this literature include: Burchell & Miller, 1991; Barry et
al., 1996; Rose, 1996; 1999a; 1999b.
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